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Too Much with Too Little: Shift and intensification
in the work of ACT teachers

Dr Lew Zipin, University of South Australia
with assistance from Viv White

1. Introduction: The Broader Social-Political-Economic Contexts of Shift and
Intensification in Teachers’ Work

Increasingly in ‘advanced capitalist’ nations around the world, full-time work means
over-work. Australia is towards the top in indicators of this work-intensification trend
[Campbell 2001, Pocock et al 2001]. This trend exists for workers across employment
levels, including executives and managers as well as all colour of ‘collars’; and it occurs in
both ‘private’ and ‘public’ sector industries. However, it is perhaps most substantial in
mass public institutions such as education systems. In such sectors, rapid shifts in the
nature of work ensue from, among other factors, government-driven waves of ‘reform’
and ‘restructuring’. At the same time, escalating workload results from tight budgets and
a rising policy trend toward systemic under-resourcing of complex shifts in work
conditions (both government-imposed and otherwise). In the past two decades, we have
entered a new governmental era. States have abandoned social-democratic and welfare-
state accords, giving way to policy dominated by a centre-right synthesis of ‘market neo-
liberalism’ and conservative cultural ‘standards’ — henceforth called ‘conservative
modernisation’ in this report [Apple 2001]. In the logic of this policy formation, ‘good
government’ reduces public funding provisions while simultaneously exerting greater
control over the directions of public institutions through increasing the criteria tied to
what funding is provided [Marginson & Considine, 2000]. Hence, a key thrust of recent
policy ‘reforms’ is to down-size the human and other resources of public institutions,
while expecting them to sustain — indeed, improve — services through greater ‘efficiency’.

The momentum of this thrust escalates as governments — driven by agencies of global
fiscal oversight such as the IMF, World Bank and OECD - are virtually required to shore
up budget surpluses by reducing spending on public needs. As well, governments are
coerced to lower taxes on corporate sectors, thus losing this major source of revenue for
public provision. There is then the political necessity of making such moves appear
legitimate to various population groups whose standards of living and job securities are
jeopardised (which Habermas [1976] and Offe [1984] have called ‘the legitimation crisis
of the state’). Governments respond by ‘exporting the crisis down the line’ [Watkins, in
Smyth 1993], i.e. shifting the blame onto public institutions and their workers. Thus, not
only is public institutional work intensified through reduction of resources (especially



staffing), but conservative modernist policy tends to deny that such workload
intensification, and concomitant costs to quality of services, are inevitable. Instead,
government Ministries tend to make a virtue of the ‘necessity’ of spending less on public
needs, deploying rhetorical mantras about how public workers can ‘do more with less’ if
they are properly ‘managed’ by institutional leaders, and if they properly ‘manage
themselves’ by ‘working smarter’, ‘more efficiently’, etc.

Correlatively, there has been a trend toward quasi-‘privatisation’ of public systems:
‘corporatisation’ in which public institutions are expected to function like businesses.
This is accompanied by restructurings of institutional governance in the mode of
hierarchical ‘line management’, including significant devolution of responsibility for
‘managing to do more with less’ down to the work level. The logic of such devolutionary
‘site-based management’ — known in school systems as ‘school-based management’ — is
the opposite of 1970s and ‘80s policy trends in some states and territories towards local
participatory democratic governance from ‘below’, including teachers, students and
stakeholder communities. Rather, the agendas that teachers and their school-based leaders
must ‘manage’ to achieve are determined and steered from a distance [Kickert, 1991] by
Ministries that increasingly lose touch with actual work conditions in schools. (This is
not to deny that some bureaucrats who work in Education Ministries are ambivalent
about these conservative modernist ideological trends. However, this is not a time in
which public service careers thrive through courage to ‘speak up’ to Ministers).

As the distance increases between central government overseers and those in ‘upper’
and ‘lower’ positions within school structures of work and governance (in the ACT, the
chain runs from Department down to Principals, Deputies, Level 2 Executive staff, and
Level 1 staff who primarily teach), consultation with school staff about policy design and
implementation of course declines. Teachers have less opportunity to contribute their
grounded professional expertise to policy ‘reforms’ that are increasingly regulated from
above through escalating ‘accountability’ regimes. As indicated in the testimonies of
teachers in this report, such frustrating governance barriers to their input converge with
the exhaustion of excess workload in causing suffering to bodily and emotional health, to
family and other sustaining relationships, and to professional identity.

The conservative modernist vision of a ‘new work order’ [Gee et al 1996] may be out
of touch with real conditions and sensible aims of teachers’ work; but it is not merely
‘ideological’ in its impositions of ‘performance outcomes’, ‘benchmarks’, ‘quality
assurance indicators’ and other ‘accountability’ regimes. Forcefully imposed, these have
concrete and substantial effects in the work lives of teachers. Although the intents of
such policies are often experienced by teachers as unrealisable in practice (whether right-
or wrong-headed), they nonetheless have many unintended consequences which add to
the chaotic shift and burdensome intensification of teachers’ work. Such effects converge
as serious distractions from a core educational focus on teaching and learning. In addition,
they erode time, space and processes whereby teachers might mobilise effective resistance
to absurd and excessive work demands, and build professional communities which can
mobilise to shift ‘reform’ trends in more constructive directions.



In a time when public sector Unions generally have been induced — by the power of
neo-liberal revisions in industrial accords as well as shrinking resources — to play the
‘junior partner’ in negotiations with employing Departments, many branches have had
difficulty undertaking more than the ongoing and important work of defending individual
cases disputes with management, and bargaining for salaries and conditions. Union
branches have generally lacked time to formulate ‘high ground’ policy visions that,
mobilised in Enterprise Bargaining, might achieve ‘bigger picture’ political-ethical aims:
e.g. decent workloads whereby school staff are able to focus on teaching and learning that
justly serves real educational needs of diverse publics while also sustaining healthy and
satisfying lives for teachers. The commission of this study by the ACT branch of the
AEU is thus salutary. Its aim is to not merely record experiential testimonies of teachers
about shifts and intensifications in their work, but also to analyse how these phenomena
are situated in broader social-structural and policy contexts. That is, the report pursues
an analysis that links teachers’ experiences to underlying contexts which require address
in policy/reform that can enable wholesome work and social lives for teachers’ who
mobilise professionally around good and viable educational purposes.

The analysis emerges both from the teachers’ words, and from the facilitators of the
study, in consultation with AEU officials (as explained in the next section). This report
does not avoid stark representations of currently bleak conditions in which teachers
struggle against great odds to do their best work; but neither does it counsel passive
acceptance of a pessimistic picture. The analysis points toward recommendations,
presented at the end, by which the AEU and its membership (hopefully in collaboration
with the ACT Education Department) can pursue both relief of teachers’ work overloads,
and a professional focus on meeting the educational and social needs of diverse students,
families and communities — especially from disadvantaged positions in the social power
structure. (As this report will show, teachers increasingly feel the work impacts of these
complex and changing needs of diverse population groups; but teachers are struggling to
understand their educational responsibilities and possibilities with regard to them.) This
study thus aims both to render an honest pessimism of the intellect regarding constructive
prospects for teachers’ work in difficult times, and to fuel needed optimism of the will to
seek constructive reform of conditions which make the times difficult.

In boosting our optimism of the will, it is important to recognise that, however
powerful the trends and effects of ‘conservative modernist’ policy may be, they are not
the whole story of the conditions of possibility for teachers’ work, now or in the future.
It is also the case that various elements of society — not insubstantial numbers of
students, families and communities; teachers; university academics; and, indeed,
government bureaucrats — have become sufficiently disturbed by devastating effects of
conservative modernist policy, and its failure to meet real needs, that they are ready to act
in counter-movements. Following the rise of school retention rates among working class
and rural youth (especially males) in the late 1980s and ‘90s — stimulated by decline in
youth employment prospects, along with government, media and other campaigns to
keep them in school — more recent retention downturns indicate that ‘less advantaged’
youth are voting with their feet as to the quality and value of education offered within




currently narrow ‘literacy/numeracy’ and ‘vocational’ emphases [Teese 2000; Dwyer &
Wyn 2001]. Although dominant trends in current policy tend to blame schools, teachers
and ‘dysfunctional’ families — and respond with ever more muscular accountability
regimes —growing numbers of folk who live and work in connection with schools are
joining the argument that conservative modernist ways of defining educational ‘problems’
and ‘solutions’ are ideological sources of people’s problems, and do not represent
solutions.

Thus, in most Australian states and territories, coalitions have mobilised among
elements of communities, teachers, academics, and government agencies (helped by Labor
Party ascendance in some states and territories) in search of more socially just teaching-
and-learning approaches. A key argument has emerged that all students — from a full
diversity of socio-economic, ethnic/cultural and gender positions — need the educational
challenge of highly intelligent curriculum that is made richly relevant through taking their
specific life worlds into account. This is a new social justice momentum in education,
different from the 1960s and 70s in entailing not just inclusion of greater social-cultural
diversity in curriculum, pedagogy and assessment, but also redistributive justice by which
diverse groups gain access to the powers of dominant ‘cultural capital’ [Bourdieu &
Passeron 1977; Iris M. Young 1990; Delpit 1993; Fraser 1997; Gewirtz 1998] which
enable success in schools and other ‘mainstream’ institutions. Moreover, some actors in
state and territory governments are beginning to hear the argument that, for these (or any)
educational reforms to be viable, they must be resourced adequately, as well as supported
through professional development among school staff whose expertise is consulted in
designing the PD. Consultation with students, parents and communities — as ‘experts’ in
their own experiences and needs’ — is also considered necessary for productive dialogue
about what sorts of reforms are needed and viable.

Most significant thus far among such new educational reform movements — which run
counter to a conservative modernist narrowness of ‘teacher-proof” pedagogy, and
assessment for quantified ‘outcomes’ (which have yielded neither greater cultural
inclusion nor more equitable achievement across diverse groups) — is the Queensland
“New Basics Project” [Education Queensland 2001-2002]. This project has developed
with government-supported research followed by trials, then ratification for state-wide
implementation that includes significant PD to develop professional community among
teachers. Also significant, with a family resemblance to the “New Basics”, is South
Australia’s “Essential Learnings” approach [Centre for Studies in Literacy, Policy and
Learning Cultures 2002] and the ACT Education Department has commissioned, then
adopted recommendations from, the “High Schools for the New Millennium” project
[Brennan 2000]. The Department has recently allocated resources for a raft of related
trial projects, most significantly the ““Year Nine Exhibitions Project” [Department of
Education and Community Services, ACT 2002]. The latter is now being applied
systematically after successful trials facilitated by substantial professional development
conducted by the Australian National Schools Network (ANSN) — the same NGO
commissioned by the AEU to undertake this study of shift and intensification in teachers’
work. This suggests real possibilities of AEU-Department collaboration in the ACT.



While Department support for progressive reform is thus meaningful, conservative
modernist trends still hold powerful sway over ACT and other government educational
policy venues. At the time of the focus groups that provide data for this report, these
trends were clearly more salient in teachers’ experiences of work conditions. When
teachers did indicate awareness of more progressive counter-momentums, their comments
were favourable regarding curricular, pedagogical and assessment substance. However,
they also noted that these counter-trends as yet have not displaced the prevailing weight
of ‘school-based management’ imperatives; and hence, they currently enter teachers’
work as add-ons, further intensifying workloads, and limiting the possibilities of
substantive and successful application.

In negotiations with the Department, then, the ACT branch of the AEU should act to
lead the way, bolstering the will of Department agents to resource, consult and otherwise
serve the development of a teacher professional community that can focus on socially just
teaching and learning. The AEU should act to promote Department courage to allow the
displacement of conservative modernist legacies — especially the distant, hierarchical and
non-consultative governance modes of ‘school based management’, which now weigh so
heavily against possibilities of more progressive directions in teachers’ work. The Union
should act to instigate venues and processes for greater consultation among school staff,
stakeholder communities (including students and families) and the Department and, of
course, the Union should act to broker de-intensification of workloads, as a sine qua non
for enabling professionally virtuous and satisfying teachers’ work.

Recommendations towards these ends will be put formally at the end of this report.
We must first navigate the complex data of testimony from teachers about how they have
experienced shifts and intensifications in their work lives in recent years.

2. Background and Methods of This Study

This study was designed to tap the intelligent capacity of teachers to collaborate in
making reflective sense of changes and intensifications in their work. Such shifts and
intensifications, and the capacities of schools and teachers to cope, have been researched
in many other nations [e.g., in England, Nias 1989; Hargreaves 1994; Gewirtz & Ball
2000]. In Australia, a national Senate inquiry has been held, and there have been
substantial academic studies [e.g. Smyth 2001; Robertson 2000]. As a result, much is
already chronicled about factors of work shift and intensification for teachers.

However, further studies of such crucial issues in specific locations always add
valuable description and insight. There are other questions to pose, involving selected
conceptual frameworks and methodological approaches that have certain purposes.
Methodologically, The ACT branch of the AEU, in contracting this study, sought to do
more than merely chronicle factors of work change and intensification across sectors of
ACT public schooling. It wanted to present teachers with a thought-provoking scaffold
of questions that would draw on their professional expertise and engage their capacities to
reflect on conditions of work in their field of professional practice. Focus groups were
decided upon as the method for engaging teachers in these inquiries. In small groups of
eight or so participants, facilitators could inject a focus on certain domains of inquiry,



seeking timely clarifications and amplifications while leaving the lion’s share of dialogic
space to participating teachers. By this means, teachers were able to speak both
experientially and interpretively, contributing individual and collaborative comments and
analyses with regard to focal domains. Moreover, the participant-centred nature of focus-
group dialogues enabled other dimensions of inquiry to emerge and gather momentum,
causing the facilitators to re-think and re-phrase their focal questions.

The AEU convened four sector-specific focus groups, consisting respectively of
Preschool, Primary, High School (years 7-10) and College (years 11-12) teachers, selected
as voluntary responders to random sample mailings to AEU members of the ACT
teaching force, ranging across Levels 1 through 3 (with some Executive presence in all of
them). The Australian National Schools Network, headed by Viv White, was contracted
by the AEU to develop this study. Viv in turn contracted Lew Zipin, Lecturer in Teacher
Education at the University of Canberra and an ANSN member who, in his former
capacity as Project Officer in a study of academic workloads at UC (sponsored by the
National Tertiary Education Union as well as UC Management), had facilitated focus
groups with University staff. It was agreed that Viv and Lew would co-facilitate the four
groups, and Lew would write a report. Each focus group met once, in 2 & _hour
sessions (with a half hour break midway) during after-school hours in November 2001.

The co-facilitators initially created four focal domains, each comprising a set of
prompting and probing questions. The domains were as follows:

» key factors of work change and intensification;

* how modes of school governance affect teachers work; and the possibility of teacher
empowerment with regard their work conditions and directions;

» the interface between teachers’ work and changing social context factors in the lives of
students, families and communities; and

* the impacts of work change and intensification on teacher’s health, emotions,
professional identity and social relations (both within and beyond school).

Across these focal domains, there was overarching inquiry into how teachers’ capacities

to focus on teaching and learning are affected by work shift and intensification.

The AEU, the ANSN and the project facilitators are grateful to participating teachers
for their contributions of time and intelligence to this project. At the end of each session,
the facilitators asked group members how they experienced the sessions, and whether the
prompting questions were adequate. In each case, participants attested that they had
benefited from this opportunity for reflective professional conversation. They also
generally ratified the focal domains and questions posed. Nonetheless, participant
teachers exercised a good deal of their own agency to re-shape the dialogue. In and across
each of the four groups, further key thematic domains emerged; and connections among
them often followed conversational pathways other than those plotted by the initial
question-and-prompt instrument. Initial parameters for a study that elicits voices of
practitioner reflection are always somewhat arbitrary. It is therefore important, in a
report that presents the data of those reflections, to incorporate categories and
connections that emerged in conversation among participants who, more than the
facilitators, are up-to-date experts in their professional field. At the same time, the




facilitators (as well as the AEU officers who instigated the project) are agents in the
dialogue, with expertise, analytic orientations and purposes they bring to bear. The
sections that structure the ensuing data presentation and analysis reflect the flow of
dialogic interaction among teachers in response both to facilitators and, more significantly,
each other.

[In what follows, italics — whether in full paragraphs or within paragraphs — indicate
direct quotes from focus group participants. Such passages are followed by parenthetical
indications of which focus group — Preschool as PS, Primary as P, High School as HS, and
College as C — along with page number of transcript; e.g. (PS7).]

3. School-Based Management and Its Effects on Workloads and Work Relations

As discussed in the introductory section, ‘school-based management’ is the mode of
institutional governance that corresponds with conservative modernist agendas for public
institutional ‘reform’, especially fiscal constraint and ‘steering from a distance’. In
steering so remotely, governments at the level of Departments (or Ministries) are often
driven by policy agendas out of touch with work conditions of real possibility. In
devolving to the school ‘base’ the responsibility to ‘manage’ entirely too much, with far
too little resource support, those in Departments may want to avoid knowing, and thus
having to consider, the resultant effects on work life in schools. However, school staff —
from Principals and Executives ‘down’ to those who primarily teach — must bear these
effects. Staff experience the effects in their everyday interactions and reliance upon each
other; and they bear them differently depending on their positions in the school structure
of work and governance relations. Often the effects are not those intended by policy
makers; and, as staff in the four groups testify, they often yield negative consequences in
terms of the focus on the quality of teaching and learning.

sk osk sk sk ok oskosk ok ok

In all four focus groups, teachers expressed perceptions of a significant shift in the
structure of governance and work relations across levels of staff. This shift is perceived
as driven, top-down, by a Department increasingly less consultative, yet more forcefully
imposing of policy agendas through ‘performance indicators’ that affect workloads, work
roles and work/governance relations among staff in schools. Said a College teacher:

But it is only in the last few years that you feel this top heavy thing coming down where
even the Principals have performance appraisals they have to go through, we are going to
go through them too. You feel like you are being watched at every step. (C8)

A Primary teacher noted that this shift toward top-down and governance not only
steers and controls through ‘performance’ criteria, but is also devolutionary in terms of
pressures and expectations that trickle ‘down the line’:

[1]t is dropped on you from the top. What happens is that the Principals go to a
meeting and the Principals are told this has got to happen and then they come back, we 've
got to do this and more pressure is put onto everyone. And not only that, they also have
their performance things too. We will improve this by this much and this by this much ... I
feel very sorry for anybody who is a Principal these days. (P10)



Focus group participants at all levels generally expressed sympathy for Principals,
recognising that they are under job pressures, constraints and intensifications at least as
great as those ‘below’ in the school work/governance structure. Indeed, a Level 3
participant in the High School group noted that, while Principals do find themselves
unable to say no to Departmental decrees, they consequently find that there is less mutual
respect between Principals and senior bureaucrats — i.e. Principals are coming to see the
latter as lacking recognition and/or regard for of how impossible it is to satisfy their
agendas. (As will later be amplified, teaching staff do not, in knee-jerk fashion, reject
Departmental initiatives which they see as having merit; however, they do resent when
the Department does not follow through with resources and other needed support.)
Along with sympathy, however, staff are troubled by forced shifts in Principal’s
priorities, and the chain effects on those in positions ‘down the line’. Said a Primary
teacher:

[T]he Principal is so over stressed and the one Executive person on the staff who
is trying to do the Deputy’s role is over stressed.... The Principal is not often there
because they have so much to do with school-based management that they are pulled
out for one thing and another and basically the Level 2 is running the school. (P3)

The term “school-based management” was invoked in all four focus groups, always
with a negative valence, signifying what is perceived as a deadly combination of (1) fiscal
constriction of the budget allocated to schools (which leads to under-resourcing, and thus
intensification, of staff workload); along with (2) devolution to schools of responsibility
for somehow ‘managing’ too meet too many agendas within too little budget. As
suggested in the above quote, a key effect of the top-heavy pull on Principals and
Deputies is that they lose time and opportunity to fulfil traditional leadership roles
within the school, an so must devolve these roles to lower levels of Executive staff.
Across all focus groups, concern was expressed for Level 2 staff, who are seen as
inundated with work and responsibility, often pre-maturely so in terms of career
trajectory. One High School Level 3 noted that many experienced teachers are forsaking
promotion, in seeing the Level 2 position as too pressured to be desirable. As a result,
younger and less experienced teachers step forward. However, on that basis what
happens is that we are getting less and less experienced teachers who are then taking on
that role of leadership and supposedly providing that stimulus for the staff and that
support network for the staff in terms of their curriculum (HS2). Another High School
Level 3 readily agreed:

We are looking at some of our Level 2s coming in their late 20s and early 30s. Some
of them find that they have great difficulty with people management, sometimes because
they are more focussed on the curriculum, or more focussed on the administration
because they see the job more as a project job.... So there is not a lot of leadership and
there is not a lot of mentoring being done. At the same time Level 2s are having to deal
with all these Departmental initiatives that are coming on board ... There hasn’t been
sufficient Departmental support and a lot of that has relied on the schools, and that has
put a lot on leadership, particularly Level 2s and Deputies.... My concern is fatigue ... [ am
seeing enormous fatigue and even with young Level 2s coming in and we are going to get



a situation I think when we get towards those people looking at Deputies that those people
are just too tired or they are going to leave and go elsewhere. So there is a leadership
problem as such, brought on by the intensification of teachers’ work. (HS2-3)

This cascading chain of workload intensification and extensification (a widened range
of responsibilities) has effects on Level 1 teachers, especially early career staff. Level 1s
receive reduced amounts of interface with experienced Executive staff who can help them
in their early stages of teaching. As a College group participant put it:

The Executive are being managers in a business ... they are snowed under by the same
sort of processes ... It is that top down thing. Everybody is sort of looking up saying come
on, what is going to come down next? So the Executive don’t have the time to come and
help Level s because they are working with what are their imperatives and a lot of it is
pretty peripheral to actual education. (C12).

Along with this erosion of Executive staff capacity to mentor — which makes it more
difficult for Level 1s to immerse themselves teaching, and otherwise learn the ropes of
school processes — Level 1s also take on work that had formerly been done by Level 2s
and above. As a Primary group member emphasised, this syndrome is augmented in that,
as part of the school-based ‘managing’ of tightened budgets, the number of (more costly)
Level 3s and 2s has been reduced:

1 think the most major factor that I have seen is since the time [ came to Canberra in
the ‘80s. There were in almost all schools two Deputy Principals and up to three or four
Level 2s.... So the things that Level 1 teachers are doing now were the role of people who
were Executive Teachers and who had an additional time release to do these things....
[N]ow the Level I teacher’s role has become less focussed in the classroom and incredibly
more focussed outside the classroom doing all the things that were once taken care of by
the Executive. (P3)

Moreover, budget constraints induce the Department and schools to respond by
‘cost-effective’ contracting, rather than permanent hiring, of Level 1 teachers. There is
thus a good deal of job insecurity among Level 1s. As a result, noted a High School
Deputy:

[New Level 1s] don’t care what the workload is, they will put up their hand and they
will do anything. They know it has got to be done and they know they could get a job out
of it. What is happening is that you 've got your middle/late thirties/early forties [staff]
saying “Well I am not going to do that now”.... I have a concern again because they
[Level 1s] are going to burnout too.... I am really concerned about what the Department
is doing because I think we are all getting quite fatigued and we have to be very careful
with our young teachers that they don’t get fatigued as well. (HS 4)

It is not only Level 1s whose focus on teaching suffers from this cascade of devolved
responsibility for all that ‘comes down’ to them in the form of non-teaching work. Level
2 and 3 positions are increasingly more loaded with non-teaching work; yet responsibility
for teaching remains. Said a High School Level 3 (i.e. Deputy Principal):

1 got to be a Level 2 because I believe I was fairly innovative in terms of curriculum
and assessment. [ was able to provide a lot of system in-servicing and I brought my staff
on. I implemented a whole brand new curriculum, was involved in the profiles and all

10



those sorts of things and what’s happened is that as I’'ve moved up the ladder I've found
that I'm not developing on those skills I once had.... [B]ecause of the lack of time in my
own classes, you revert back and you start going back to “Oh, look I haven’t got time to
set up this activity”. This wonderful environment that you can work at and you know that
the kids are going to get enthused about but you just haven’t got the time, you need that
extra half hour to prepare this activity and it is just for one lesson. So you think, no just
go back to the text book. It is really frustrating because I’ve got to say, as a teacher, ['ve
become a worse teacher than I was. (HS7)

This loss of access to needed Executive help is especially felt in the Preschool sector,
where, even before the most recent fiscal reductions, Executive staff were few. Unlike
other sectors, preschool Executive staff are not school-based, but work out of a central
office, visiting schools if and when they can. Thus, Executive responsiveness in the
preschool sector becomes crisis-driven, with Executive staff attending to the most serious
fires, but unable to assist with much else. Said a Preschool teacher:

1 mean, the workload just increases. It is a Level 2 position with Level I pay.
Absolutely, being in a Preschool these days. We have all the admin, we have to see to the
maintenance, and we have to see to everything that goes on. We don’t have anybody on
the spot to take that load off us. We have to deal with it as it comes in the door; there is no
Principal or Deputy Principal, it is our job.... There has been an erosion of Executive
Officers over the period of year where now there are only three for 80 odd Preschools.
We are fortunate to see them twice per term and if you are an experienced or more senior
teacher like some of us, you try and deal with these issues yourself rather than go to your
Executive Officer. (PS3-4)

The pinch caused by declining numbers and accessibility of Executive staff is also
especially felt in small schools, regardless of sector. A Primary teacher thus commented:
With the smaller schools, fewer people have to wear the same amount of work. In

suburbs